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Executive Summary
Our role in the growth and development of Androscoggin Land Trust’s Volunteer Stewardship
Program was to provide research analysis on outreach, training, and data management from effective
programs in other Land Trusts in order to help the program grow. We focused our research on the
overarching goals of stewardship and monitoring, volunteer outreach (recruitment, retention, and
recognition), types of volunteer training program, and methods of recording and storing volunteerproduced data.
In this report we detail the steps we took to create tangible suggestions for immediate and
potential changes to the program through the research of primary literature, volunteer surveys, interviews
with stewardship directors, and online data. In order to be able to tailor our suggestions to specific aspects
of the program, we established a firm understanding of the current program then looked at findings of
effective and non-effective volunteer programs at other land trusts with similar acreage and community
stature.
We found that many land trusts rely heavily on volunteer programs for stewardship, outreach
efforts, and community-engagement. Volunteers stewards tend to be in an older age demographic
(working or retired) due to having more economic stability and available time to spend time on the
property. Inputting training effort to maximize standardization of stewardship and retention,
communicating regularly and recognizing volunteers, and keeping track of all volunteer efforts are crucial
pieces of effective volunteer programs. Supplying accessible information for current and potential
volunteers/members on the website was also a beneficial effort for attracting volunteers and keep up
communication online.
Volunteers are motivated by a variety of factors and feel comfortable with different aspects of
stewarding, so increasing opportunities for volunteers to train may draw in a wider variety of volunteers.
Recognizing current volunteers is extremely crucial, as volunteers act as ambassadors in the community
on behalf of the land trust. Some land trusts communicate more than others using electronic forms or
paper forms. While there does not seem to be one form that is more effective than the other, to reach out
2

to younger potential volunteers and established groups increasing electronic communication may be the
next direction for the land trust.
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Introduction
The Androscoggin Land Trust (ALT) was formed in 1987 to save over 1900 acres in Turner, ME
(Androscoggin 2013). By 1991 they gained 501(c)(3) status and were able to legally accept tax-deductible
donations of easements and formally become a private non-profit. To this day the membership-supported
organization conserves over 4,850 acres of land located within the Androscoggin River watershed,
manages 10 miles of riverfront, and is in the process of acquiring an additional 1300 acres in Jay
(Androscoggin 2013).
The Androscoggin Land Trust has developed a Volunteer Stewardship Program to utilize
community members as volunteer stewards for all land parcels in Androscoggin County. Stewardship
may be defined as taking care of land conserved through a land trust. This includes legal responsibilities
such as: annual monitoring, maintaining owned “fee” properties, keeping records of land use, and
maintaining good relations with landowners, users, and donors (Auger pers. comm.). To meet the
requirements of stewardship, a land trust often utilizes volunteers to manage a variety of ecological and
social activities.
Currently, the volunteer stewardship program consists of 46 volunteers but ALT is looking to
build the program to approximately 100-150 volunteers, as well as suggesting these volunteers become
members (not-required). Monitoring/stewarding a property consists of two or more required visits per
volunteer annually and an initial training session. Michael Auger, the stewardship director, assists each
volunteer with their first walk-through of the property. A field report is filled-out and submitted
electronically to the stewardship director by each volunteer. After the second successful year, the land
trust is interested in expanding its stewardship program to include more trainings (general and
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specialized), consistent communication with volunteers, higher levels of outreach, propaganda, and
efficiency for data collection and management.
Our project aims to provide the volunteer steward coordinator with materials and suggestions on
how to improve the program, focusing on a number of areas within the program to direct our research
goals. The overall development of the program will support the Land Trust’s long-term initiatives to:

a) Bring more people in the community to work with ALT and fellow community members (i.e.
landowners, fellow/potential volunteers);
b) Abide by the requirement to monitor conservation easements and the land trust’s decision to monitor
fee lands as well;
c) Engage more local constituencies with ALT and their various programs (for single and/or recurring
events, with local environmental groups and businesses, etc.); and
d) Improve training and other existing structures for volunteer management, such as data
collection/submission, recruitment, retention, and recognition.
We hope to contribute to these initiatives by researching how other land trusts are growing, retaining
volunteers, providing support (communication, recognition) and outreach for volunteers in order to
implement effective programs.

Methodological Approach
Understanding the program
In order to make informed suggestions about the training and to get a better sense of the program
as it stands, we tried to experience the training process a volunteer goes through in order to become a
steward. This involved attending both on-site and off-site training. For off-site training, we met with
several volunteers and Mike at the Hilton Garden Inn. On-site training required meeting at an ALTconserved property in Greene, ME and walking the property with Mike and another volunteer to identify
boundary markers, pick up trash, and spot violations or potential violations.
Surveys and Interviews
Throughout our project we administered two surveys and conducted five interviews that served
distinct purposes elaborated below.
6

Survey 1
This survey took place immediately after volunteers received their off-site monitoring training at
the Hilton Garden Inn, Lewiston, ME. One purpose of this survey was to learn about the volunteers who
drive the stewardship program. From this survey we tried to understand volunteer motivation, gather
information about the efficacy of the training session, learn about perceived challenges the volunteers had
leaving training, and get some possible suggestions to start. The volunteers provided useful feedback that
sparked ideas for future suggestions that could be used to strengthen the stewardship program. In total, 13
volunteers completed the survey. However, it was not completed by all of the stewards (13 of 46) and
may therefore have limited application. The stewards who attended training likely feel strongly about the
training and the program, perhaps more so than those volunteers who did not attend, making their results
abnormally positive. Finally, this survey was completed by both veteran and new volunteers who
contributed to the range of feedback. A full list of questions from this survey can be found in Appendix B.

Survey 2
The second survey was conducted using SurveyMonkey and sent to all volunteers in an email by
Mike Auger. The purpose of this survey was for us to learn about how volunteers felt about the actual
monitoring process and procedures. Having finished their tasks as a steward of ALT, we wanted to know
if they felt prepared for the job, if they found the monitoring report to be straightforward and easy enough
to complete without concerns, if their general sense of the program was positive, and if they had any
future suggestions for improvement. This survey was answered by fourteen people. One limitation to this
survey is that it was only administered electronically, so volunteers without internet or email access were
unable to participate and once again had only 13 of the 46 volunteers respond. A full list of questions
from this survey can be found in Appendix B.
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Interviews (5)
We conducted a series of five interviews because we wanted to learn about each land trust beyond
the information published on their website. Each land trust was chosen deliberately: the Allegheny Land
Trust was suggested by ALT and the other four we picked using the master list - Table 3 in Appendix C using a set of criteria, as follows. By interviewing urban, rural, and a combination of urban and rural lands
that were fairly close in size to ALT, we were able to hear different techniques to address the distinct
challenges that accompany having vast acreage (rural) and an urban setting. All of the land trusts that we
conducted interviews with were similarly staffed to ALT in terms of full time and part time employees
with the exception of one land trust which had considerably more staff members. Excluding this one land
trust, all of the groups we spoke with had similar sources of funding for their stewardship programs
(grants and membership fees) as the Androscoggin Land Trust. However, the land trust that had
considerably more resources than ALT had some very progressive practices that could be something for
ALT to work towards. These surveys generated the bulk of our data and we were looking to find first
hand information about specifics of how each stewardship program (models, practices, what the
volunteers do, who the volunteers are, etc), the tasks of a steward in their program, how to become a
volunteer, volunteer training, data management, monitoring report, and successful/unsuccessful
recruitment strategies.

Further research
In addition to surveys and interviews, we conducted academic research of primary literature to
strengthen the credibility of our suggestions on volunteering, communication, and stewarding. A full
review of this literature can be found in Appendix A.
We searched online to determine the online presence of various land trusts. Our searches were
random, not targeting a specific type of land trust (urban or rural, large or small, coastal or inland, etc.)
but we did record information about type, year founded, main goals, how properties were obtained, and
more. The main goals were to find: how can volunteers and interested parties communicate with the
8

organization over the Internet? what role does social media play, if any? We determined if the website
had an accessible volunteer interest form, volunteer monitor submission forms, volunteer testimonials,
and other criteria. The table of this compiled information can be found in Appendix C, Table 3.
We sent out a standardized email to 46 land trusts from across the nation requesting materials on
volunteer training, interest forms, and anything else the land trust could provide, if they were willing. We
chose land trusts to contact based off the list of accredited land trusts by the Land Trust Alliance (one
organization per state, if represented) and based off of suggestions made by interviewed land trusts. Our
initial research of an “online presence” educated our requests for certain types of materials. In addition to
asking for materials, we also printed out information that was accessible on the website of any land trust
that we compiled information for in the master table. The materials (Appendix D) were then analyzed for
general themes (e.g. similarity between strategies used by trusts with like characteristics, specific
strategies for training, etc.).

Results and Discussion
Surveys
Survey 1 - Training feedback and motivations
Most volunteers found the training to be helpful (7 on a scale from 1-10, with 10 most helpful)
and felt prepared for their monitoring tasks. We found that most volunteers highly valued the ALT’s
mission and conservation values; several volunteers wanted to learn more about how their work
monitoring relates to broader ALT goals and how it benefits the organization. Including more information
about the value of monitoring would give the volunteers a greater sense of importance, recognition and
passion for the work they are doing. Another suggestion was to include visuals to make the training more
engaging. When asked why volunteers are monitoring and what was motivating to them they responded
persuasively. Across volunteers we found the following themes: the desire to get outside/be in nature
walking around, a sense of care for the environment, and conservation values for beautiful landscapes.
These themes could act as selling points to list when recruiting volunteers through various forms of
9

outreach (Wilson 2000). Additionally, volunteers said they sensed the work they were doing was very
important and wanted to give back to the community. Volunteers seemed confident in their ability to
monitor the land and did not perceive the task as difficult; however, several volunteers expressed concern
about contacting the landowner and finding a time to meet. This concern could easily be addressed and
alleviated during monitoring training by role playing what the conversation may sound like or drafting a
script the volunteer could read. Due to the high level of enthusiasm and passion in the volunteers, we saw
that most of the volunteer’s first suggestions were about outreach through a variety of mediums such as
newsletters, functions, recreational programs, website improvement, etc. It was affirming (Costa et al.
2003) to see that these volunteers expressed the same desire to align goals and expand the program as
Mike does.

Survey 2 - Stewardship experience
The second survey yielded a 100% positive response when asked if willing to volunteer again,
and everyone except one person said they were willing to recommend the program to a friend. The
number of hours spent on the preserve varied greatly between individuals, in part because some
volunteers had more than one property and others had larger properties. Additionally, some volunteers are
new this year, which may result in more hours spent on the parcel than more familiar volunteers.
One volunteer mentioned the corporate work-days held by Tambrands and Walmart, in which
hundreds of volunteers helped with trail maintenance. This is a direction we encourage for ALT; other
land trusts (see interview results, below) and the literature review (Appendix A) suggest corporate work
days are just as effective as short-term volunteer efforts (with potential for further volunteer commitment).
Responses to the question, “What did you find most difficult about volunteering?” were most
frequently (half of the responses) about lack of time to go out and/or spend enough time on the property
to complete the monitoring form in full detail. Two of fourteen noted unclear boundary markers as most
difficult. There were a wider variety of responses to the question about rewarding experiences (Table 1).
These quotes represent a variety of the appeals and motivators of volunteer stewarding, individually and
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in combinations: social, intrinsic, political, environmental, giving back to the community, a sense of
empowerment, and others (Wilson 2000).
We would like to emphasize a couple of suggestions found in response to the questions “How
would you like the see the stewardship program improved?” and “Any other questions or comments?”
Three volunteers called for more communication between the land trust and volunteers as well as between
the volunteers themselves; another volunteer asked to have more clarification on the short- and long-term
goals of the organization while someone else requested overall more consistency and organization. These
requests align with the literature on organizational structure and effective communication methods
between the organization and the participants (Costa et al. 2003; Alexander and Hess 2012). One person
requested more volunteers in order to have more than one volunteer assigned to each property. This
recommendation vindicates our efforts to develop suggestions for growing and developing the program.

Table 1. Volunteer responses to the question: “What do you find most rewarding about the stewardship program?”

Volunteer A

Volunteer B

Volunteer C

Volunteer D

Volunteer E

“To get off the
beaten path and
really ‘feel’ the
land.

“Meeting new
people with
similar interests.”

“Seeing the city of
Auburn address
problems at my
site after I gave an
assessment.”

“Just being there
and being part of
an organization
that works to
make sure these
properties are set
aside.”

“Knowing I was
helping keep a
place clean so
others could enjoy
the trails.”

Interviews
In general, all of the land trusts we interviewed had two types of volunteers in their stewardship
programs. The first type of volunteers is the regular “base” of volunteers who have undergone monitoring
training and perform traditional stewardship tasks. The second kind of volunteers is members of
otherwise unrelated groups working with the land trust on stewardship as a one time event or clean-up
day. The land trusts we interviewed worked with organizations such as local colleges, high schools,
corporations, Girl Scouts and Boy scouts. Due to the fact that land trusts had a number of one time
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volunteers who were not entered into their databases they found it worthwhile to track the number of
instances that any volunteer worked on a land trust property.
Tasks that monitors performed varied based on the location of the property. Urban properties
were monitored more frequently, weekly at most, and these properties required more trash removal and
dealing with land abuses. Rural and larger properties were visited once a year and volunteers would
perform standard tasks such as walking the boundaries and noting any land abuses. The one large
difference we found between these practices and those of ALT are that most, four of five, land trusts we
interviewed said that their monitors identified invasive species, noted their presence and location on their
monitoring form and in some cases dealt with the invasives. At times the work with invasives required
additional support (questions about identifying etc.) from the stewardship directors.
To standardize performance of the duties of stewardship, volunteers underwent a basic
stewardship training. In all of the organizations the training occurred annually and the basics of how-tomonitor were taught inside (off-site). All of the land trusts with larger parcels of land -- in acreage -taught the monitors how to read a map and use a compass. Many of the land trusts taught basic
knowledge about invasive species Following the training basics taught inside, there was an onsite or
mock monitoring session led in smaller groups. In addition to these common training procedures, several
stewardship programs offered additional training. For example, one land trust partnered with local
environmental groups to offer a variety of trainings that included everything from wildflower, mushroom,
and star identification (the more “social” trainings) to specialized invasive removal and tree/shrub
planting. In general, these trainings helped to satisfy the eager stewards, who really wanted to learn more
and further care for their land parcels, as well as the stewards seeking a social outlet from the program.
Additionally, we heard of leadership training in which existing volunteers have the option to attend an
extra half-day event to become “crew leaders” at larger volunteer work days. Finally, we learned that
stewardship directors use training events to learn more about their volunteers and their interests and
aspirations which helps them determine what parcel of land is the best fit for any given volunteer.

12

We found it hard to draw conclusions about the most common monitoring forms because a wide
variety of forms were used. Often times the format of these reports changes every few years. Some forms
are highly narrative and others are very categorical with cards and boxes to check. The efficacy of the
monitoring report depends on the property, the program and the broader goals of the stewardship program.
Most programs were very content with their monitoring report sheets; however, it seems that most
programs have struggled to manage this data electronically. Two stewardship directors reported using
Microsoft Access and were mostly satisfied with the program. One interviewee was very enthusiastic
about a new program called Total Community Manager because she can import documents, deeds and
surveys, and organize a master database of all of volunteer hours and donations. However, even with
these systems in place directors still seemed frustrated with the accessibility of these programs.
We found the model used at the Allegheny Land Trust (Fig. 1) to be very applicable to the
Androscoggin Land Trust. At the Allegheny Land Trust there are two types of volunteers:
corporate/group and independent. Corporate/group volunteers are individuals who are members of
larger pre-established groups eg. firms/businesses in the area, local high school and college groups, girl
scouts/boy scouts, etc. These volunteers receive a safety briefing and only minimal training. They are
instructed by ‘crew leaders.’ The Allegheny Land Trust uses these volunteers to “get things done quickly
because our corporate volunteers are a massive amount of people” (Rzotkiewicz, Appendix C). The land
trust has a master list of properties and jobs so these volunteers can be put to the most effective use.
Finally, the land trust finds these group/corporate volunteers effective because “you only have to talk to
one person to get 50 people,” thus making this an effective model. The other type of volunteers at the
Allegheny Land Trust are independent volunteers. These volunteers undergo complete monitor training
and comprise the volunteer base. Independent volunteers adopt a parcel of land that they may visit
multiple times a year and know their responsibilities. Unlike the group volunteers, independent volunteers
are in active communication with the land trust and may touch base multiple times per year. Individual
volunteers either manage a premier property or a green space. Green spaces can be larger properties
without trails and can be more difficult to monitor (more rural). Premier properties have many
13

volunteers and make a real impact on the property. The goal is to make premier property space a “gem” or
an example of what can be done with a lot of volunteer time. Volunteers on these spaces focus on
invasive species removal and these properties are often clearly marked with land trust signage so the work
of the land trust is clear to the community.

Figure 1. This diagram shows the model for stewardship at the Allegheny Land Trust. There are two types of
volunteers, corporate/group and independent. Independent volunteers are stewards of either premier properties or
green spaces.

We quickly recognized similarities across the five land trusts we interviews. Stages of monitoring
and program development (Fig. 2) was something that all five interviewees referred described. Volunteers
who are interested in stewardship begin the cycle by finding a land trust. The land trust websites (all five
interviewed) have accessible volunteer interest forms, directly on their websites that link to an email or
file into the website system. Volunteers complete the form and are contacted by stewardship directors
about volunteer training. Next, volunteers monitor their properties, complete the monitoring report, and
return it to their land trusts. Once volunteers finish these tasks, the land trusts (all 5 we interviewed), land
trusts have an event or means of volunteer recognition. Volunteer recognition consists (all 5 we
interviewed) of one or more of the following: social gathering for all volunteer stewards, small gift/token
14

of appreciation (eg logo items, pocket invasive species guide), praise/mention of individual volunteer’s
contributions, and/or personally thanking them. The thinking is that once volunteers complete the
monitoring and are personally recognized by the land trusts they will feel loyalty to the land trust or pride
in the work they did and act as ambassadors for the stewardship program. Once the stewards/ambassadors
speak about the program to people they know and their involvement, some of these other volunteers will
become interested and new volunteers will enter the monitoring cycle.

Figure 2. Phases of stewardship and recruitment in a volunteer stewardship program. This diagram represents the
process of volunteer stewardship and shows why the more passive word-of-mouth/ambassadorship model is a
common recruitment strategy.

Materials
The materials provided in Appendix D are a collection of various documents used by other land
trusts (see Appendix C Table 3) to either facilitate effective monitoring of land parcels by volunteers or
recruit/train volunteers. The approach land trusts use for monitoring varies, but similarities are found
15

between trusts with similar attributes. For effective recording, the larger easements used standardized
forms with check boxes to note changes to the property (see LTT, VOF, EVLT) (Appendix C Table 2),
only asking for a more detailed description when a change was present. Photographic evidence was also
incorporated into larger land trust monitoring processes. While each land trust that used photographs
(VOF, EVLT, LTT) differed in the submission protocol, each used photographs taken by the volunteers
to document violations on land parcels. Smaller land trusts used some check box format, but for the most
part relied upon the volunteer to answer questions related to property changes (see SLC, MC). The
training process also depended on size. VOF requires background checks on its volunteers and includes
scripts to read for interactions between volunteers and landowners. Many of the larger trusts required
waivers to be signed by the volunteers. The process was more informal with smaller land trusts. Generally
there were fact sheets provided about the trust and monitoring, accompanied by training in the field. The
reminder sheets used by EVLT can serve as a good way to gently remind volunteers to complete their
monitoring and could serve as a useful guide for ALT. Similarly, VOF’s script used by the volunteer to
contact a land owner can address the unease felt by ALT’s volunteers (see Survey 1 results), and either be
a strategy incorporated by ALT, or used in the training process. However, we do realize that ALT is
interested in keeping strong contact between the organization and landowners rather than having the
volunteers address the landowners directly.

Technology
Interviews and material analysis indicate that one of the largest problems land trusts face is data
management. ALT currently uses a paper/binder system to record site history and changes to the land.
While most land trusts still keep paper copies of documents, many use electronic management strategies.
Interviews indicated the Total Community Manager is popular. It was created for land trusts and keeps
track of variables such as conservation attributes, individuals interacting with property (owners,
volunteers), and notes from each property visit. Other land trusts also used Microsoft Access.
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In an increasingly technological society, it is crucial to have an up-to-date, interactive, engaging
website (Jacobson 1999). Many land trusts have pages geared towards their volunteers. Not only do these
pages detail the volunteer positions available, but are also visually oriented, showing pictures of
volunteers in the field. Additionally, most websites include volunteer projects/pictures on the homepage.
By having a volunteer presence online, the stewardship program gains legitimacy and serves as an
outreach mechanism (Losee 1999).

Outcomes and Implications
Volunteering is a vital part of a community organization (Omoto and Snyder 1993). Volunteer
stewarding is a very valued position and it is clear that Androscoggin Land Trust volunteers love what
they do. We have identified a variety of motivators for volunteers, including personal values/beliefs,
environmental, and making social connections. Understanding motivations of current volunteers can
influence how the land trust continues to hold their interest and inspire the interest of potential volunteers.
Mindful of the roles of voice, privilege and power in a community, we were pleased to find that the goals
and aspirations of ALT volunteers were aligned with, if not the same as, those of Mike and the other staff
members.
Volunteer recognition and constant communication are key aspects to engaging volunteers and
retaining them for the long-term. Volunteer recognition may be an annual dinner, paraphernalia with the
ALT logo, and/or a section of the website dedicated to volunteer efforts, testimonials, and possibly
interest and monitoring forms. We define communication in a few ways: between the land trust and
volunteers, between volunteers themselves, and between the land trust and potential volunteers (Losee
1999). This later form of communication may, for example, be a volunteer interest form on the website or
a booth at a neighborhood event. Building a sense of community with current volunteers is a valuable
characteristic, as volunteers act as ambassadors for the organization. Their efforts, reinforced by the
organization to reach individuals and established groups rather than massive outreach, has proven to be
effective. That said, it is important to publish organizational accomplishments and volunteer
17

achievements in a weekly and/or monthly publication for two reasons; this is one form of volunteer
recognition and also allows interested parties who may or may not have worked with the organization in
the past to see what sort of events are happening and know that they are always welcome to get involved.
The current major demographic of ALT volunteers (generally, middle-aged working class and
retirees) seems to be very successful and the most common demographic at other land trusts that we
interviewed. This said, we also suggest that one-time events are a great way to engage with other types of
community members such as youth groups, established community/recreational groups, and corporate
(work-day) volunteers. We predict too that social media will become a more productive means of
communication as succeeding generations become volunteers.
Training is an important part of volunteer stewardship and we found in the survey and interview
results that the off- and on-site training sessions are an effective combination, and the property walkaround with the stewardship directly specifically appreciated. While these established practices have
obtained positive feedback, we suggest the addition of visuals in the off-site training and for monitoring
that an increased emphasis be placed on invasive species training. Our research did not focus on
collaborating with local environmental groups for additional specialized trainings (see the Allegheny
Land Trust interview results in Appendix C) but we suggest this is a route ALT could take to expand their
trainings.
Next Steps
There are numerous next steps that can be taken to advance the growth and development of the
Volunteer Stewardship Program. These suggestions stem from the implications mentioned in the previous
paragraph, but we acknowledge that they are not the only possibilities for what to do next. We suggest
developing further criteria for the monitor form (e.g. invasive species) as well as creating a volunteer
interest form for the website, perhaps on the same page as volunteer testimonials. Overall, we suggest
greater inclusion of the volunteers’ accomplishments and schedule of volunteer events on the website and
through email updates/newsletters. Furthermore, developing a recognition event that could include
paraphernalia (with logo) seems to already be in the works, and we strongly agree with a seasonal event.
18

We recommend establishing connections with local environmental groups to provide specialized training
events and expand volunteer recruitment potential. Reaching out to established groups, especially youth
recreation groups, and corporate volunteer programs, can benefit work-day efforts, community
engagement, and awareness for the volunteer program. Furthermore, volunteer recruitment beyond a word
of mouth effort (though this is effective) may work best at community events rather than through mass
outreach. There are a number of electronic data management systems for storing monitoring data (as well
as total property information) and for storing volunteer information; we especially recommend Microsoft
Access and/or Total Community Manager.

References Cited
“About Androscoggin Land Trust.” Androscoggin Land Trust (ALT). Last modified 2013.
http://www.androscogginlandtrust.org/about/.
Aldrich R, Wyerman, J. 2006. 2005 National Land Trust Census Report. Land Trust Alliance. 1-22.
Alexander L, Hess G. Land Trust Evaluation of Progress Toward Conservation Goals. Conservation
Biology 26.1 (2012): 7-12. Print.
Barry B, Crant J. Dyadic Communication Relationships in Organizations: An Attribution/Expectancy
Approach. Organization Science 11.6 (2000): 648-64. Print.
Costa L, Amaro de Matos J, Pina e Cunha M. "The Manager as Change Agent: Communication Channels,
Timing of Information, and Attitude Change." International Studies of Management & Organization
33.4, Redefining the Boundaries of the Firm: Varieties in Networked Organization Research (2003):
65-93. Print.
Elfring C. Preserving Land through Local Land Trusts. Bioscience 39.2 (1989): 71-4. Print.
Hocker J. 2001. Land Trusts: Key Elements is the Struggle Against Sprawl. Natural Resources and
Environment. 15(4): 244-247.
Jacobson S. Communication Skills for Conservation Professionals. Washington, D.C.: Island Press, 1999.
Print.
Land Trust Alliance (LTA). 2009. “Our land. Our life. Our legacy.” Philosophy of the Land Trust
Alliance.” 1-20.
Losee R. Communication Defined as Complementary Informative Processes. Journal of Information,
Communication, and Library Science, 5(3), pp 1-15: 1999.

19

Markham W, Bonjean C. 1995. Community orientations of higher-status women volunteers. Soc. Forces
73:1553-72.
Mayfield C, Joliat M, Cowan D. 2001. The roles of community networks in environmental monitoring
and environmental informatics. Advances in Environmental Research 5(4): 385–393
Merenlender A, Huntsinger L, Guthey G, Fairfax K. Land Trusts and Conservation Easements: Who is
Conserving what for Whom? Conservation Biology 18.1 (2004): 65-75. Print.
Moen P, Flood S. Limited Engagements? Women's and Men's Work/Volunteer Time in the Encore Life
Course Stage. Social problems 60.2 (2013): 206-33. Print.
Mohr & Seredin Landscape Architects, Inc (M&S Landscape Architects.) 2010. “Vision and Master Plan:
Androscoggin Riverlands State Park.” Maine Department of Conservation Bureau of Parks and Land.
Nystrom P. Aligning Management Practices with Strategies. Journal of Managerial Issues 5.1 (1993):
121-35. Print.
O'Brien L, Townsend M, Ebden M. “Doing Something Positive': Volunteers' Experiences of the Wellbeing Benefits Derived from Practical Conservation Activities in Nature." Voluntas: International
Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations 21.4 (2010): 525-45. Print.
Omoto A, Snyder M. 1993. Volunteers and their motivations: theoretical issues and practical concerns.
Nonprofit Mgmt. Leadership 4:157-76.
Ryan R, Kaplan R, Grese G. 2001. Predicting volunteer commitment in environmental
stewardship programmes. Journal Environmental Planning and Management 44(5): 629-648.
Sundberg J. 2006. Private Provision of a Public Good: Land Trust Membership. Land Economics.
82(3):353-366
Thoits P, Hewitt L. Volunteer Work and Well-being. Journal of health and social behavior 42.2 (2001):
115-31. Print.
Van Den Berg H, Riley S, Dann S. 2011. Conservation education for advancing natural
resources knowledge and building capacity for volunteerism. Society and Natural Resources
24:205-220.
Wilson J. Volunteering. Annual Review of Sociology 26 (2000): 215-40. Print.
Wright J. 1993. Cultural Geography and Land Trusts in Colorado and Utah. Geographical Review.
83(3): 269-279.
Zoellick B, Nelson S, Schauffler M. Participatory Science and Education: Bringing both Views into
Focus. Frontiers in Ecology and the Environment 10.6, Citizen Science — new pathways to public
involvement in research (2012): 310-3. Print.

20

Background references not found in report:
"Allegheny Land Trust: Helping local people save local land."Allegheny Land Trust. 2013.Web.
<http://www.alleghenylandtrust.org/index.html>.
Gilder D, Schuyt T, Breedijk M. Effects of an Employee Volunteering Program on the Work Force: The
ABN-AMRO Case. Journal of Business Ethics 61.2 (2005): 143-52. Print.
Goffredo S, Pensa F, Neri P, Orlandi A, Gagilardi M, Velardi A, Piccinetti C, Zaccanti F. Unite Research
with what Citizens do for Fun: "Recreational Monitoring" of Marine Biodiversity. Ecological
Applications 20.8 (2010): 2170-87. Print.
Hart D, Donnelly T. High School Community Service as a Predictor of Adult Voting and Volunteering.
American Educational Research Journal 44.1 (2007): 197-219. Print.
Krasny M, Bonney R. Citizen Science and Participatory Action Research. Environmental Education and
Advocacy: Changing Perspectives of Ecology and Education. Eds. E. Johnson and M. Mappin.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press, 2005. 292. Print.
Meier S, Stutzer A. Is Volunteering Rewarding in itself? Economica 75.297 (2008): 39-59. Print.
Pajo K, Louise L. Corporate-Sponsored Volunteering: A Work Design Perspective. Journal of Business
Ethics 99.3 (2011): 467-82. Print.
Tunbridge J. Conservation Trusts as Geographic Agents: Their Impact upon Landscape, Townscape and
Land use. Transactions of the Institute of British Geographers 6.1 (1981): 103-25. Print.
Welsch A, Heying C. Watershed Management and Community Building: A Case Study of Portland's
Community Watershed Stewardship Program. Admin Theory & Praxis 21.1 (1999): 88-102. Print.

21

Appendices
Appendix A: Literature review
Land Trusts
Land trusts are private, non-profit organizations that acquire and manage land for the purpose of
permanent conservation, and steward land for public benefit (Wright 1993). They have a legal obligation
to monitor land easements and preserve the ecological integrity of every land parcel, focusing specifically
on sensitive natural areas, farmland, water sources, and cultural resources (LTA 2009). In 2005 it was
reported that land trusts collectively protected 37 million acres in the United States (Aldrich & Wyerman
2006). As land gets developed at a rate that outpaces population growth (Hocker 2001), and community
values veer towards taking on more environmental responsibilities (Mayfield et al. 2001), it is important
to keep land trusts active in restricting development and preserving local spaces.
Land trusts work to conserve habitat, open space, and working landscapes (Merenlender et al.
2004). Land is acquired by purchase (fee land) or donation (conservation easement), the latter tending to
be mostly voluntary and incentive-based. Properties of private land contribute a large portion of habitat
critical for biodiversity conservation, thus landowners are interested in managing their land via
regulatory community initiatives that are in line with the landowner’s conservation goals (Merenlender et
al. 2004).
As nonprofits, land trusts rely on donations and grants to cover operating and land acquisition
costs. There are three main approaches utilized by land trusts to procure land: direct acquisition,
easements, and a strategy of limited development (Elfring 1989, Hocker 2001, Sundberg 2006). Each of
this will be discussed next in order to assess how different procurement steps and associated
responsibilities affect management and conservation efforts.
Direct land acquisition involves buying or being given land by private and public donors. This is
the simplest method of acquisition, but has the financial burden of maintenance in addition to
conservation (Hocker 2001).
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Conservation easements are parcels of land bound by a legal agreement between the trust and the
landowner for the land to be conserved but remain privately owned and used within restrictions (Wright
1993). For instance, an owner may give up his right to build additional structures but maintain the right to
grow crops. Under this strategy, the land is still maintained by the owner, but monitored for violations by
the land trust.
Limited development divides a plot into developed and conserved lots, thereby retaining open
space while also gaining a profit from development. The profits made from selling a section of the plot
(generally at higher value because of the juxtaposed undeveloped—conserved—land) allow the land trust
to purchase and conserve other parcels that may be sold at a lower price (Elfring 1989).
Additional conservation strategies by land trusts include mixed land use, such as allowing a
specific organization to use the land for recreation (walking, snowmobiling, etc.) as long as degradation is
prevented (M&S Landscape Architects 2010). This strategy is less common, as it requires cooperation
between the landowner and organization, as well as an increased level of skilled monitoring.
Land trusts are required by law to monitor each conservation easement annually and it is
preferred by the Land Trust Accreditation Commission to monitor fee lands as well. Stewards are only
allowed to manage and monitor fee lands while management on easements is the responsibility of the
landowners.
Ryan et al. (2001) suggest that management activities fall under themes, such as “native plant
restoration,” “stream quality monitoring/mapping,” and “clean-up” (636). Native plant restoration usually
consists of removing invasive species; this activity is especially common for group work-days. Stream
quality monitoring is only used when the monitor has the skills necessary to determine water quality and
is unusual in monitoring programs that are volunteer-based. General clean-up is by far the most common,
as it requires walking throughout the property and picking up any trash as well as marking sites with
potential violations (hunting stands, dumping sites, etc.). Ultimately, management activities are specific to
the individual property and the skill level of the monitors (Van Den Berg et al. 2011).
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Volunteering and its role in stewardship
Volunteering is any activity in which an individual freely commits time to benefit another person,
group or cause (Wilson 2000). It is seen as increasingly important both by government and by individuals
as a way to engage in civic society and make connections/social interactions in order to benefit a greater
society (O’Brien et al. 2010). Two main theories on volunteering are accepted, one focused on intrinsic
values and behaviors as motivation, the other on based on rational thought and cost-benefit analysis
(Wilson 2000, Thoits and Hewitt 2001). The first theory suggests that volunteer work stems from learned
motives, values, and beliefs. The second theory considers human capital (education, work, and income),
exchange theory and social resources (social networks and family relations) (Wilson 2000).
More recently, volunteer work connected to well-being has opened up a broader array of theories
on motivation (Thoits and Hewitt 2001, O’Brien et al. 2010). Scholars debate the precise definition of
volunteering, such as whether it should not include remuneration, whether motive is a necessary
consideration, and whether volunteering is synonymous with producing a public good (Wilson 2000). The
activity is thought to be more formal than informal helping behavior, such as general “caring” and more
individualistic than social organizing, distinguishing itself from social activism (Omoto & Snyder 1993;
Markham & Bonjean 1995; Wilson 2000).
Volunteering rates in the United States are consistently stable or rising, especially in an
increasing elderly subset that is looking for post-employment activities (Wilson 2000, Moen & Flood
2013). Moen and Flood (2013) introduce the “encore stage” defined as the years of later adulthood
beyond career building, during which healthy individuals are free to pursue meaningful public
engagement in education, paid work, and volunteering. Education, age, gender, race, health, disability,
and social class are traits that either facilitate or constrain an older generation from engaging in volunteer
activities. Volunteer work may either occur in tandem or as a substitute for work (Moen & Flood 2013).
Outdoor volunteering is defined as practical environmental volunteering carried out outdoors,
including restoration, trails maintenance, conservation, stewardship, and creation of new habitats
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(O’Brien et al. 2010). While volunteering generally requires a dedicated commitment, environmental
volunteer activities may involve either a one-time event or involvement on a regular basis. The value of
this work by volunteers “is important small scale work that would often not have been undertaken if
volunteers did not get involved” (O’Brien et al. 2010). As other studies have reinforced (Wilson 2000,
Thoits & Hewitt 2001), environmental volunteering connects to people’s health, happiness, and overall
well-being; specifically, this may be due to a variety of mechanisms (e.g. regular physical activity, social
interactions, contribution to meaningful work) providing personal benefits (O’Brien et al. 2010). Rewards
of environmental volunteering include “holistic benefits to participants in terms of their physical, social
and mental well-being” as well as broader documented theories such as “contact with nature and the
restorative benefits of the environment” (O’Brien et al. 2010).
Communication and goal alignment
Communication, defined most broadly, can be characterized by the following traits (adapted by
Losee 1999): information transfer, processing takes place in communication systems, both the sender and
the receiver are actively involved in a communication system, and quality varies.
Framing communication in the broad context of effective communication for organizations,
communication channels may be formal or informal, and timing of information plays an important role in
operational effectiveness (Costa et al. 2003).
It is important to consider how strategies of communication and creating a volunteer management
structure can influence organizational growth (Nystrom 1993). Adapting theory from company practices,
choosing the proper organizational structure can enhance organizational and managerial performances,
which depend on “situational demands posed by the environment, technology, and organizational size.”
Higher performance companies employ a diversification of products (in ALT’s case, this may translate to
volunteer tasks), and a close alignment of management practices -- which may involve procedures,
informal practices, or using quantitative tools for decision-making analysis -- with actual strategies
(Nystrom 1993). Furthermore, successful managers tend to engage more in communication activities
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(Barry and Crant 2000). While there is no one best model for organizational structure, the literature offers
a wide array of strategies on communication channels and organizational management (Nystrom 1993;
Losee 1999; Barry and Crant 2000, Costa et al. 2004; Alexander and Hess 2012).
Being able to measure progress towards conservation goals is important in terms of being able to
communicate the results (Alexander and Hess 2012). For a land trust, developing a framework for
measuring conservation goals and communicating progress can help to build approaches for
environmental management, public engagement, drawing in new members and donors, and reaching out
to potential volunteers (Alexander and Hess 2012).
In the same vein, aligning organizational goals with individual behaviors affects individual
attitudes and effectiveness of organizational structure/managerial strategies (Costa et al. 2004). Attitudes
of individuals within an organization are determined by interactions with others (relating to values and
beliefs) and individual personality, including personal beliefs (Barry and Crant 2000; Costa et al. 2004).
As this relates to volunteers, volunteer communication amongst individuals as well as communication
with organizational directors is highly dependent on volunteer motivations and organizational structures
set up to communicate goals and accomplishments to volunteers.
Monitoring is an essential part of assuring that easements are being managed effectively; however,
land trusts are still challenged by monitoring and stewardship (Merenlender et al. 2004). Effective citizen
science requires inputs by scientists and educators, followed by a shared design and implementation of
activities along with outputs by both students and scientists -- or by volunteers and the land trust – to
develop deeper engagement and proof of accomplishments/an insight into the data, respectively (Zoellick
et al. 2012). This model of logic can be applied to a volunteer monitoring program, especially to align the
goals of the stewardship program with the participants (volunteers).
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Appendix B: Detailed methods
Survey 1 questions
1) Have you done any previous monitoring?
2) Which part of the monitoring do you perceive as being the most exciting? Most challenging?
3) Do you have any recommendations on how the land trust can improve this program?
4) Do you feel the work you are doing is important?
5) Is the work and property convenient for you?
6) Why are you volunteering?
7) How effective was this training?
8) Any questions or suggestions?
Survey 2 questions
1) What did you find most challenging about the stewardship program? Most rewarding?
2) Did the data collection sheet cover everything you thought was important information about your
property? If not, what was missing?
3) How many hours did you spend on the property?
4) How big was your property (approximately in acres)?
5) What helped you feel prepared to be a volunteer steward?
6) Would you serve again as a volunteer steward for ALT? Would you recommend volunteering to
someone you know?
7) How would you like to see the stewardship program improved?
8) Any other questions or comments?
Interview protocol for Directors of Volunteer Stewardship Programs
1) How many of volunteers are in your program? How many members do you have? How many staff
members?
2) Who are your volunteers and what do they do?
3) What is involved in becoming a volunteer monitor?
4) What kind of training events are offered for land monitors/volunteer stewards? Is it specialized?
5) How do volunteers provide feedback about the properties?
6) What data are collected? How are these data reported? Who uses these data?
7) How do you attract volunteers?
8) Do you provide recognition for your volunteers?
9) Has the land trust tried any strategies of recruitment/training/monitoring that have not worked?
10) How is your volunteer monitoring program funded? What are your primary sources of funding?
11) What programs have been most effective for your land trust’s monitoring program?
12) Would you have any suggestions for a new stewardship program starting?
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Land trusts interviewed
Table 1. Land trusts interviewed by phone. Stewardship directors gave verbal consent as approved by the Bates
College Internal Review Board.

Land Trust

Contact

Allegheny Land Trust, PA

Emilie Rzotkiewicz
erzotkiewicz@alleghenylandtrust.org

Greater Worcester Land Trust, MA

Colin Novick
gwlt@gwlt.org

Lowell Land Trust, MA

Gwen Kozlowski
gwen@lowelllandtrust.org

Ozaukee Land Trust, WA

Mike Hoffer
mhoffer@owlt.org

Upper Valley Land Trust, NH

Jason Berard
jason.berard@uvlt.org

28

Appendix C: Supplemental Results
Tables
Table 2. Land trusts contacted for materials.

Land Trust

Contact Information

Allegheny Land Trust (ALT)

cbeichner@alleghenylandtrust.org

Sippican Lands Trust

info@sippicanlandstrust.org

Land Trust of North Alabama

questions@landtrustnal.org

Chippewa Watershed Conservancy

info@ChippewaWatershedConservancy.org

Sakonnet Preservation Association

info@sakonnetpreservation.org

Great Land Trust

info@greatlandtrust.org

Desert Foothills Land Trust

info@dflt.org

Minnesota Land Trust

mnland@mnland.org

Land Trust for the Mississipi Coastal Plain

judyltmcp@aol.com

Upstate Forever

droberts@upstateforever.org

Northern Prairies

info@northernprairies.org

Sonoma Land Trust

volunteers@sonomalandtrust.org

Estes Valley Land Trust (EVLT)

evlt@evlandtrust.org

Five Valleys Land Trust

Online form

Nebraska Land Trust

jalishouse@nelandtrust.org

Monadnock Conservancy (MC)

emily@monadnockconservancy.org

The Land Conservancy of New Jersey

info@tlc-nj.org

Taos Land Trust

info@taoslandtrust.org

Hudson Highlands Land Trust

info@hhlt.org

Catawba Lands Conservancy

andy@catawbalands.org

Tecumseh Land Trust

Krista@tecumsehlandtrust.org

The Land Trust for Tennessee (LTT)

volunteer@landtrusttn.org

Texas Land Conservancy

daniel@texaslandconservancy.org
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Summit Land Conservancy (SLC)

cheryl@summitlandconservancy.org

Lake Champlain Land Trust

email info@lclt.org

New River Land Trust

mona@newriverlandtrust.org

Teton Regional Land Trust

matt@tetonlandtrust.org

Wood River Land Trust

info@woodriverlandtrust.org

Lake Forest Open Lands

mhahn@lfola.org

Central Indiana Land Trust

scachules@conservingindiana.org

Brunswick-Topsham Land Trust

Online Form

Maine Coast Heritage Trust

jarbuckle@mcht.org

Vinalhaven Land Trust

info@vinalhavenlandtrust.org

Leelanau Conservancy

info@leelanauconservancy.org

Sudbury Valley Trustees

svt@svtweb.org

Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF)

afotinos@vofonline.org

Table 3. List and categorization of land trust organizations from across the U.S. with volunteer stewardship
programs.

30

Figures

Figure 1. Word clouds of different colors, generated by wordle.com, using volunteer responses to the question on
Survey 1: “Why are you volunteering?”

Figure 2. Word cloud generated by wordle.com using volunteer responses to the Survey 2 question: “What did you
find most rewarding about the stewardship program?”
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Summary of coded survey 1 data
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Summary of coded survey 2 data
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Summary of coded interview data

35

Appendix D: Materials
1. Land Trust Alliance (LTA)
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2. Summit Land Conservancy (SLC
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3. Monadnock Conservancy (MC)

4. Coastal Mountains Land Trust (CMLT)
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5. Virginia Outdoors Foundation (VOF)
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6. Estes Valley Land Trust (EVLT)
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7. Land Trust for Tennessee (LTT)
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